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REMARKS 

Prior to entiy of this amendment, claims 1-22 were pending and no claims were 
withdrawn. By the present response, no claim is withdrawn, claims 1, 3, 4, 10, 1 1, 19 and 20 are 
cancelled, claims 2, 5-9, 12, 15-18, 21, and 22 arc amended, and claims 23 and 24 are added. No 
new matter is added by these amendments. Applicants reserve the right to prosecute canceled 
claims in divisional and/or continuation applications- Entry ^of this amendment is respectfully 
requested. - 

. Rejection Under 35 U,S,C. 8102 

Claims 1-4.. 8-11. and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C;> 102fe) as being allegedly 
anticipated by Wilson et al. fUS PAT. 7.027.540 hereinafter. ^'WiWV 

Clahns 1 and 23 

Claim 1 is presently cancelled in &vor of claim 23» and claims that were dependent from 
claim 1 were amended to depend from claim 23. Claim 23 recites limitations that more clearly 
distinguish the present invention from Wilson. 

Claim 23 is directed to a receiver^ as is Wilsoa However, the receiver of claun 23 
includes a correlation channel estimator that correlates received chamiel information witii 
*^damble sequences constructed from a single periodic base code,, each midamble sequence 
associated with a different one of the plurality of wireless communiication units," By contrast, 
Wilson discloses correlating "current sample pairs" with "sample pairs delayed by Tu.'* (Wilson, 
Figure 5.) Wilson explains that ^'correlator 204 ... is arranged to receive the set of received signal 
samples corresponding to the COFDM symbol via a first input 280» The set of received signal 
samples are also received via a second input 282 but delayed by a period T.sub.u corresponding to 
the temporal length of the data bearing signal samples of the COFDM symbol." (Wilson, Col. 8, 
Lmes 17-23.) Thus, Wilson does not disclose the correlation channel estimator limitation of claim 
.23, 
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Claim 23 also recites "a cross-coirelation peak removen coupled to the correlation 
channel estimator and the correlation peak identifier, and operable to remove fiom the correlation 
channel estimate signals identified cross-correlation peaks corresponding to midamble sequences of 
other wireless communication units." Although Wilson discloses a '♦peak detector 212," Wilson 
does not appear to disclose anything about removlDg detected correlation peaks, nor more 
particularly removing cToss-con-elatiQn peaks tiiat coirespond to midamble sequences of wireless 
communication units other than a de»red wireless communication unit. The rqjection cites Figure 5 
and Col. 8, Lines 1 6-47 as disclosing a cross-correlation peak remover, but there appears to be no 
disclosure in these portions of Wilson relating to such structure or functionality of such a structure.- 
Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that Wilson does fiot disclose the cross-correlation peak 
remove limitation of claim 23. 

Based at least on the above, Applicants submit that Wilson does not disclose all tiie 
. limitations of claim 23, and therefore does not anticipate claim 23. Allowance of claim 23 is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 8 aijidg^ 

Claim 8 is directed to a method for channel estimation in a receiver. As generally 
described above, although Wilson includes a "correlator 204" that correlates "current sample pairs" 
with "sample pairs delayed by Tu," Wilson does not disclose "estimating coirelations between 
received channel information and a plurality of midamble sequences, each midamble sequence 
derived &om a single periodic base code." 

Claim S also includes "identifying peaks in the correlation estimate signals" and 
"removing identified peaks m the correlation estimate signals that correspond to cross-correlations 
for transmissions from wireless units otiier than a selected wireless unit" As initially descaibed 
with respect to claim 23, Wilson does disclose a "peak detector" tiist "geneiate[s] a peak value of 
the symbol integrator." (Wilson, Col. 8, Lines 37-40.) However, disclosure of a peak detector does 
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not disclose identifying peaks in the specific coirelation estimate signals produced by coixelating 
channel information with a plurality of midamble sequences. 

Additionally, VTilson does not appear to disclose removing a correlation peak &om a 
signal, nor more particularly removing a cross-correlation peak cosresponding to wireless 
communication units other tiian a desired unit. The injection cites Col. 8, Lines 1 6-47 for this 
Umitation. However, there is no apparent disclosure of peak removal of any sort, let along precisely 
what is recited in claim 8. Instead, Wilson discloses that thd "peak detector 212 then detemiines tiie 
relative displacement which corresponds to the peak of the integrated output signal from the 
integrator." (Col. 8, Lines 44-4«.) As such, Wilson does not even appear to contemplate multiple 
correlations, and thus would not disclose the method of claim 8. Withdrawal of tiie rejection 
against daim 8 is respectfidly requested. 

Claim 22 is a newly added Beauregard claim similar to the method of claim 8, and 
allowable at least for the same reasons that claim 8 is allowable, as described above. 

Claim g 7 anfl Q 

The rejectiott cites Wilson col. 11, lines 4-16 as disclosing liiat a cross-correlstion peak 
identifier identifies a cross-correlation peak as having a smaller magnitude than a correlation peak. 
This section of Wilson discloses that "a centre clip processor 244 operable to pre-process the ou^ut 
signal by identifying the temporal position of the peaks within die ou^ut signal which have an 
amplitude which is less than a predetermined threshold and setting the value of the output signal to a 
predetermined default value at the identified temporal positions. . .** 

However. Wilson discloses that the "centre clip processor 244" is within the "fine 
synchronization detector 202" that is also illustrated in Figun; 5. As is illustrated in Figure 5, tiie 
"centre clip logic 244" [note that numeral 244 is alternatively referred to as processor and logic 
betweoi the drawings and specification] receives output fix>m "symbol integratorflUM" 238, 
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which in turn receives output from "adaptive filter" 234, Note thai therefore the •'centre clip" 
processor/logic 244 does Qot receive data from correlator 204 in Wilson. Therefore, this 
processor/logic 244 is not processing correlation data and therefore cannot function according to the 
limitation of claims 2 and 9. Also, it was previously described above, that Wilson does not disclose 
the correlations of claim 23 and 8, such that a further refmej>ient on such correlations is a further 
reason for the novelty of claims 2 and 9 over Wilsoti. With^wal of the rejection is respectfuUy 
requested. 

Claims 3 and IQ 

Clauns 3 and 10 were cancelled, but the Applicants specifically note that the section of 
Wilson cited as disclosing the limitations of these claims (C 71 1, Lines 25-40) does not appear to 
disclose anything about portions of a signal constructed froiA a single periodic base sequence, or 
more particularly, that a plurality of midamble sequences are constiructed from a single periodic 
base sequence. * 

Claims 4 and 11 

Claims 4 and 1 1 were cancelled. The rejection relied on col 14. lines 50-56 as disclosing 
the limitations of these claims. This section of Wilson discloses 

"a receiver having a matched filter implementation . . . may be used to detect a 
synchronisation position in any received signal having a.predetemiined 
characteristic. For the example embodiment described above, this 
predetermined characteristic is that the samples of the guard period are 
generated by copying data conveyed in another part of the received signal 
samples. However in other embodiments the predetermined characteristic 
may be any predetermined signal format, so that l3ie imptulse response of the 
filter is not limited to being adapted to tiie guard signal samples. For example, 
the filter may be matched to a laiown data sequence which may be either a 
prc-amble to the data to be detected or a mid-amble or a post-amblc.'* (Col. 
14, lines 40^560 

Applicants respectfully submit that fliis portion of Wilson thus discloses that the "filter^* of 
Wilson may be '^matched to a known data sequence." Even if this data sequence were construed as 
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• a midamble, this section of WUson does not disclose midarable sequences constructed from a single 
periodic base code that are correlated with received channel data, and use of the correlations as 
recited in the independent claims 8, 22 and 23. As such, a mere disclosure of matching a filter to a 
known data sequence does not disclose the limitations of cl^ms 4 and 1 1. 

Claims 19 and 20 were cancelled. 
Claim 21 

Claim 21 is directed to an integrated circuit having the receiver of claim 23. It was 
described above how claim 23 is novel over Wilson. Therefbre, an integrated circuit embodying the 
receiver of claim 23 would also be novel over Wilson, and \»ithdiawal of the rejection against claim 
21 is re^ectftUly requested. 

Relectton Unde r 3S U.S.C. S103 

Claims 5-7 and 12-14 are reiected under 35 U.S.(|^. lQ3ra^ as bein^ allegedly 
unpatentable over WUson ct al. OJS PAT. 7.Q27.S40. hereinjfter. " Wilson"^ in view of applicant 
admitted prior art. 

Claims 5-7, and 12-14 each, depend from one of claims 8 or 23. It was desraibed above, 
with respect to claims 23, 8, and 22, that Wilson does not disclose all the limitations of those 
independent claims. Applicants submit that there is no admiasion the Applicants ^t would cure 
the above-identified deficiencies of Wilson. Therefore, the proposed combination does not disclose 
or suggest all the limitations of claims 5-7, and 12>14. As such, these claims are not obvious over 
the proposed combination, and Applicants respect&lly request withdrawal of the rejection against 
ftese claims. 

With particoxlar regard to claims 7 and 14, the rejection relies on Wilson, Col. 1, lines 16- 
21 as disclosing that the "input signals comprise random access PRACH bursts." Applicants 
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lespectMy submit that there is no such disclosure or suggestion in this section of Wilson. In fact, 
based on a text search of WUson, "PRACH" does not appea^ in Wilson at all. Applicants therefore 
submit that claims 7 and 14 are also allowable by virtue of liieir respective additional limitations. 

Claims 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over 
Wilson et al. (US PAT. 7,027,540, heieinaftesr, "Wilson") in view of Fuchs et al. (US PAT. 6453237 
hereinafter, "Fuchs"). 

1 

Each of claims 15-17 depend from a claim that ii^ludes.lhmtations shown not to be 
disclosed or suggested by Wilson. Therefore, the proposed combination of Wilson and Fuchs 
would not disclose or suggest all the limitations of claim 15-17. Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of the rejection against these claims- 

Claims lg-I 9 and 22 are rejected under 35 U,S.C> lQ3fa) as beinp alleg edl y unpatentable 
oyer Wilson et al. OJS PAT, 7,027.540, hereinafter. ^^Wilsori"^ in vigw of Bcckman n et al. rUS 
PUB, 2004/01 ^701 n h^ rp^na ftet. "Beckmann"V 

Claim 18 ultimately depends from claim 8, The limitations of claim 8 were described 
above, and an explanation as to how these limitations are not tau^l by Wilson was also provided. 
The rejection does not allege that Beckmami cures the identified deficiencies of Wilson with respect 
to the limitations of clwm 8, Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that the. present combination 
would not render claim 1 S obvious, and request wilhdrawal of the rejection. 

Claim 19 is cancelled. 

Claim 22 

Claim 22 is currently amended to be directed to a Beauregard claim having limitations 
substantially corresponding to claim 8, It was described above how claims 22 and 8 are allowable 
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over Wilson. The rejection does not aUege that Beckmann cures the deficiencies of Wilson 
identified above. Therefore, Applicants submit that claim 22 is non-obvious over the cited 
combination of references, and request withdrawal of the rejection. 
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CONCLUSION 



m view of the above, each of the presently pending claims in this application is believed 
to be in immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the outetanding rejection of the claims and to pass this application to issue. If it is 
determined that a telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the nun^er given below. 

In the event the U.S. Patent and Trademark office determines tiiat an extension and/or 
other relief is required, Applicants petitions for any required relief including extensions of time and 
authorizBs the C<5nmissioner to charge the cost of such petitions and/or other fees due in connection 
with the filing of tiiis document to Deposit Account No. 03-1952 referencing docket no. 
5624920041 00. However, the Commissioner is not authorised to charge the cost of the issue fee to 
the Deposit Account. • I " 

Dated: January 25, 2007 RespectfrOh^auhmitled, /\ 




Michael S. Garrabrants 



Registration No.: 51,230 
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP 
425 Market Street 

San Francisco, California 94105-2482 
(415)268-6824 
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